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BEFORE 

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

DOCKET NO. 2009-293-E  

In Re: Update of Construction Progress and 
Request for Updates and Revisions to 
Schedules Related to the Construction of a 
Nuclear Base Load Generation Facility at 
Jenkinsville, South Carolina 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

SCE&G'S BRIEF IN THE FORM OF A 
PROPOSED ORDER APPROVING 

SCE&G'S  REQUEST FOR 
MODIFICATION OF SCHEDULES 

  
 

I. 

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina (the 

“Commission”) on the request of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (“SCE&G” or the 

“Company”) for an order approving updated milestone and capital costs schedules for the 

construction of two 1,117 net megawatt nuclear power units that SCE&G is building at the site 

of the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station near Jenkinsville, South Carolina (the “Units”).  SCE&G 

filed the request in this docket (the “Request”) on July 20, 2009 pursuant to the provisions of the 

Base Load Review Act (the “BLRA”), specifically S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) (Supp. 

2008).  Under that statute, a utility “may petition the Commission . . . for an order modifying any 

of the schedules, estimates, findings, class allocation factors, rate designs, or conditions that form 

part of any base load review order.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E).  Further, “[t]he 

Commission shall grant the relief requested if, after a hearing, the Commission finds . . . that the 

evidence of record justifies a finding that the changes are not the result of imprudence on the part 

of the utility.”  

INTRODUCTION 

Id. 
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The Commission initially approved construction milestone and costs schedules for the 

Units in Order No. 2009-104(A) (the “BLRA Order”) which was issued on March 2, 2009.  In 

the BLRA Order, the Commission approved a construction schedule for the Units comprising 

123 milestones which were contained in Exhibit E to SCE&G’s application (“Combined 

Application”) in that docket (“Exhibit E”).  The Commission also approved a schedule of 

anticipated capital costs for the Units which reflected the annual forecasted construction cash 

flow for the project.  That cash flow was provided in Exhibit F to the Combined Application in 

that docket (“Exhibit F”).   

In the present proceeding, SCE&G seeks approval of updated versions of Exhibit E and 

F.  The updated construction schedule was entered into the record of this proceeding as Hearing 

Exhibit No. 2 (SAB-3) – Public Version and is attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 1.  The 

updated capital cost schedule was submitted as Hearing Exhibit No. 12 (CLW-1) – Public 

Version and is attached hereto as Order Exhibit No. 2.  These updated exhibits reflect current 

construction schedules and cash flow projections associated with the Units.  The new schedules 

do not affect the substantial completion dates for the Units, which remain April 1, 2016 and 

January 1, 2019.  Nor do the updated schedules affect the cost of the Units in 2007 dollars, which 

remains $4.5 billion before escalation and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction.  

As required by S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), SCE&G provided notice of the filing in 

this docket to the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff (“ORS”).  On July 28, 2009, the 

Commission’s Docketing Department instructed the Company to publish by August 21, 2009 a 

Notice of Filing and Hearing in newspapers in general circulation in the area where it serves 

retail electric customers and to provide a copy of that notice to these customers by U.S. mail.  On 

August 21, 2009 and September 9, 2009, the Company filed affidavits with the Commission 
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demonstrating that the notice was duly published and mailed in accordance with the Docketing 

Department’s instructions.   

Timely petitions to intervene in this docket were received from South Carolina Energy 

Users Committee (“SCEUC”) and Friends of the Earth (“FOE”).  ORS is automatically a party to 

the proceedings in this docket pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10 (Supp. 2008).  No other 

parties sought to intervene in this proceeding.  

The Commission convened a hearing on this matter on November 4, 2009 with the 

Honorable Elizabeth B. Fleming, Chairman, presiding.  SCE&G was represented by K. Chad 

Burgess, Esq. and Belton T. Zeigler, Esq.  ORS was represented by Shannon Bowyer Hudson, 

Esq.  SCEUC was represented by Scott Elliott, Esq. and FOE was represented by Robert Guild, 

Esq. 

In support of the Request, the Company presented the direct testimony of Stephen A. 

Byrne, Executive Vice President for Generation and Chief Nuclear Officer of SCE&G; Carlette 

L. Walker, Vice President for Nuclear Finance Administration; and Alan D. Torres, Manager of 

Construction for Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 and 3.  ORS presented the direct 

testimony of Mark W. Crisp, Managing Consultant of C. H. Guernsey and Company.  No 

witnesses testified on behalf of FOE or SCEUC. 

Under the BLRA, in cases where a settlement agreement has been entered into between 

ORS and the utility, the Commission is authorized to “accept the settlement agreement as 

disposing of the matter, and [to] issue an order adopting its terms, if it determines that the terms 

of the settlement agreement comport with the terms of this act.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-

270(G).   Prior to the hearing in this matter, SCE&G, ORS, and SCEUC entered into a 

stipulation in which the parties agreed that the relief requested by SCE&G was justified and 
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should be granted, while protecting the rights of SCEUC to pursue certain issues related to 

Exhibit F which it has raised in an appeal of the BLRA Order (the “Stipulation”).  As part of the 

Stipulation, ORS and SCEUC agreed that the changes SCE&G sought in the milestone and cost 

schedules for the Units “are the result of refining and improving the timing and sequence of 

construction activities [related to the Units] and are not the result of imprudence by SCE&G.” 

Stipulation at ¶ 8.  This Stipulation was admitted into the record of the November 4, 2009 

hearing as Hearing Exhibit 1.    

II. 

For the reasons set forth below, the Commission finds that the Stipulation comports with 

the terms of the BLRA and should be adopted.  Specifically, the evidence of record establishes 

that the proposed changes in Exhibits E and F are the result of improvements or refinements in 

the construction schedule for the Units.  The proposed changes are not the result of any 

imprudence by SCE&G, and so under the terms of S.C. Code Ann. §§ 58-33-270(E) and 58-33-

270(G) should be approved.  The facts and evidence of record supporting this conclusion are as 

follows: 

DISCUSSION 

a. Modification of the Construction Schedule

On May 23, 2008, SCE&G entered into an Engineering, Procurement and Construction 

Agreement for the Units (the “EPC Contract”) with a consortium formed by Westinghouse 

Electric Company, LLC, and Shaw, Inc. (“Westinghouse/Shaw”).  One week later, on May 30, 

2008, SCE&G filed its Combined Application for the BLRA Order for the Units.  At the hearing 

on the Combined Application, the Company’s Executive Vice President for Generation and 

Chief Nuclear Officer, Stephen A. Byrne, testified concerning the construction schedule.  In his 

testimony in this proceeding, Mr. Byrne reminded the parties that he had testified in 2008 that 
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the schedule contained in the EPC Contract and reflected in the milestones set forth in Exhibit E 

to the Combined Application was a generic schedule for the construction of two Westinghouse 

AP1000 units with certain site-specific elements added to it.  Tr. pp. 22, l. 22 – 23, l. 4.  The 

purpose of that initial schedule, according to Mr. Byrne, was to demonstrate that the substantial 

completion dates for the Units were feasible and to support initial procurement and contracting 

for the project.  Tr. p. 24, l. 1 – 4. 

Mr. Byrne further testified, as he did in the hearing on the Combined Application, that, at 

the time the EPC Contract was signed, all of the parties understood that Westinghouse/Shaw 

would do substantial work in the succeeding months to improve the schedule and integrate the 

many activities reflected in it.  Tr. p. 23, l. 4 - 8.  In recognition of this fact, the EPC Contract 

required Westinghouse/Shaw to provide a more fully integrated construction schedule to 

SCE&G which was ultimately delivered on April 1, 2009.     Tr. p. 23, l. 15 - 18.  This schedule 

is known as the Performance Management Baseline Schedule (the “PMBS”).  The PMBS 

incorporates equipment procurement and delivery commitments negotiated with vendors and 

suppliers since May 2008 as well as a more detailed integration of site-specific and non-site 

specific construction activities for the Units.  Tr. p. 21, l. 16 - 20.  According to Mr. Byrne, the 

PMBS represents a major refinement of the initial project schedule.  Tr. pp. 21, l. 20 – 22, l. 2.  

 As Mr. Byrne stated in his testimony in this proceeding: 

I would like to emphasize that in large scope construction projects, it is common 
for a preliminary schedule to be prepared to support contract negotiation, to guide 
initial negotiations with vendors and to demonstrate that the project can be 
completed within the time frame required.  Once a contract is signed, the parties 
typically devote a great deal of time and effort to refine that schedule, both 
through internal planning and by reaching binding commitments with vendors, 
suppliers and subcontractors.  In the case of this project, extensive review and 
refining of the schedule took place between May of 2008 and April of 2009.  That 
process resulted in the changes discussed here.  These changes are consistent with 
customary practice in large scope construction projects.  They represent a normal 
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evolution of the construction plan, and are not the result of problems, mistakes or 
errors in the initial construction plan or in the engineering and procurement of the 
plant.  The updated milestone schedule still supports the substantial completion 
dates of the Units of April 1, 2016 and January 1, 2019, which are the most 
important milestones in the project.   
 

Tr. pp. 38, l. 15 – 39, l. 14.   

In order to better coordinate with the PMBS, SCE&G has unbundled several of the 

milestones approved in the BLRA Order, and the 123 milestones approved in the BLRA Order 

are now being tracked as 146 milestones.   Tr. p. 24, l. 14 – 21.  As Mr. Byrne’s testimony 

indicates, milestones have been delayed where the procurement, fabrication, or delivery of major 

pieces of equipment could be scheduled later than originally anticipated without affecting the 

overall project schedule. 1    Tr. p. 25, l. 4 – 7.  Mr. Byrne stated that pushing back the delivery 

dates for equipment reduces the need to store equipment on site, which reduces the risk of 

damage to the equipment.  Tr. p. 25, l. 7 – 12.  In addition, closer synchronization of delivery 

dates and installation dates for major equipment provides better management of the physical site 

since less equipment is being stored on it.  Id.

These revisions neither cause the original [commercial operation dates] to change, 
nor do the changes in the schedule dates impact the approved capital cost 
established in the BLRA Order.  Instead, there should be a pricing benefit in 
moving some of the milestones. 

  According to the ORS’s expert witness, Mr. 

Crisp: 

 
Tr. p. 241, l. 20 – 23. 

                                                 
1 The milestones that are unchanged or accelerated include all of the major milestones for the project such as the 
placement of the first nuclear concrete for the Units (Milestone 11-4Q-1; 13-3Q-5); the setting of the reactor vessels, 
containment vessels, pressurizer vessels and steam generators for the Units (Milestones  13-2Q-1; 13-3Q-1; 13-4Q-
1; 14-1Q-1; 16-2Q-1; 16-3Q-1; 16-4Q-1); the cold hydro tests for the Units (Milestones 15-1Q-2; 18-2Q-1); the hot 
functional tests for the Units (Milestones 15-3Q-1; 18-2Q-1); completion of fuel loading for the Units (15-4Q-1; 18-
3Q-1);  and ultimately the substantial completion of the Units (Milestones  16-1Q-1; 19-1Q-1). 
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SCE&G has also updated the schedule for the transmission-related construction that 

SCE&G will undertake directly. The new schedule for transmission construction is now fully 

integrated with the requirements for transmission service to support pre-operational testing of the 

Units.  Tr. p. 22, l. 9 – 12.  In addition, certain transmission-related construction can only take 

place during the scheduled outages for Unit 1.  These outages occur every 18 months.  Tr. p. 22, 

l. 6 – 8.  The new transmission schedule is now fully synchronized with the outage schedule for 

Unit 1.  Tr. p. 37, l. 15 – 17. 

All of the proposed milestone changes contained in the updated schedules are within the 

schedule contingencies approved in the Base Load Review Order.   Specifically, none of the 

milestones have been extended beyond 18 months or accelerated more than 24 months.  Tr. p. 

25, l. 12 – 13. 

 The ORS’s independent construction expert, Mr. Crisp, has extensive experience in 

management of utility construction projects.  He testified that schedule updates of the sort 

proposed here are a common and accepted part of large construction projects.  

In this type of a project, as intricate as it is, with the duration of a ten-year 
construction project, particularly when you are establishing your initial schedule, 
based on the best information available, it is not unusual to do what I have 
referred to in testimony at the BLRA hearing as a shaking-out process. Certainly, 
you're going to be concerned if this process continues, but at this point in time, 
there's absolutely no impact to the commercial operation date, no impact in the 
financials, in terms of the 2007 dollars, and -- but what the benefit of this has is 
that it integrates the PMBS, the performance measure[ment] milestone schedule -- 
or, excuse me – performance measure[ment] baseline schedule, with the milestone 
schedule, to make it so that it is a much cleaner, integrated process to review. 
 

Tr. pp. 279, l. 14 – 280, l. 5.    

The evidence of record establishes that the requested schedule modifications are the 

result of routine and necessary refinements to the construction schedule that are to be expected in 

projects of this nature.   The Commission notes that all of the Parties, with the exception of 
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intervenor FOE have stipulated to this conclusion and support the Commission granting the relief 

requested here.   

 For its part, FOE did not sponsor any testimony at the hearing and so presented no direct 

testimony challenging the conclusions of Mr. Byrne and Mr. Crisp that the proposed schedule 

updates were the result of normal and expected refinement of the construction schedules for the 

project, and not imprudence.  Through cross examination, FOE entered into evidence an October 

15, 2009 letter from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the “NRC”) indicating that a design 

methodology report recently submitted by Westinghouse for the AP1000 shield building was not 

satisfactory.  See

 As an initial matter, FOE has not shown how concerns related to DCD Rev. 17 have any 

logical relationship to the schedule updates being proposed by SCE&G in this docket or to their 

prudency.  The milestone changes proposed here are based on the PMBS, not DCD Rev. 17. 

SCE&G is not seeking to change any milestone based on concerns that the anticipated date of the 

approval of DCD Rev. 17 by the NRC will be delayed.  In fact, the PMBS on which the revised 

milestones are based was provided to SCE&G on April 1, 2009.  The letter presented by FOE 

related to potential delays in the approval of DCD Rev. 17 is dated six months later.    

 Hearing Exhibit No. 4.  The report related to Westinghouse’s Design Control 

Document Revision 17 (“DCD Rev. 17”).  DCD Rev. 17 incorporates design revisions to the 

shield building design for AP1000 units to increase resistance to aircraft impacts and to deal with 

other changes in design standards or testing methodologies adopted by the NRC.  NRC’s 

certification of DCD Rev. 17 will be a prerequisite to SCE&G obtaining its Combined Operating 

License (“COL”) from the NRC.  SCE&G anticipates receiving the COL in 2011. 

 Furthermore, the record shows that SCE&G has been closely monitoring the progress of 

DCD Rev. 17.  Along with other utilities who have purchased AP1000 units, SCE&G has been 
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actively pressing Westinghouse to resolve issues related to DCD Rev. 17 in a timely way.  Tr. p. 

42, l. 4 – 12.  Company Witness Torres testified that the Construction Planning Group is 

currently working on alternatives to respond positively to any delays in NRC licensing and is 

identifying reasonable and practical ways to keep the project on schedule in the event that  there 

are licensing delays.  Tr. p. 165, l. 1 – 17.   

 Mr. Crisp’s testimony supported the Company’s position.  He testified that, while 

significant, the NRC’s concerns with DCD Rev. 17 are being addressed by Westinghouse and 

that those concerns do not place the NRC’s approval of the DCD or the subsequent COL in 

jeopardy.  Tr. p. 268, l. 11 – 18.  Mr. Crisp testified that he did not consider there to be any 

imprudence on SCE&G’s part related to any of these issues.  Tr. p. 268, l. 10 – 11.  Accordingly, 

the Commission finds that the information presented by FOE related to the NRC licensing 

process for the AP1000 design in no way creates an impediment to approving the schedule 

updates proposed by SCE&G and raises no issues related to SCE&G’s prudence in its selection 

of Westinghouse technology or management of this aspect of the project. 

 At the hearing in this matter, FOE correctly pointed out that when a new milestone 

schedule is adopted by the Commission, the schedule contingencies approved in the BLRA 

Order (i.e., 18 months for delay, 24 months for acceleration) would apply to the new milestones.  

FOE, however, argues that this is a reason for the Commission to deny the request to update the 

milestone schedule.  The Commission does not see why this should be the case.  As indicated 

above, the great majority (72%) of the milestones at issue here are either unchanged or 

accelerated.  This group includes all the major milestones related to the setting of key 

components for the Units, the functional testing of the Units, and the substantial completion of 

them.  The group being delayed is being delayed for good reasons.  The updated schedule both as 
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to accelerated milestones and delayed milestones should benefit from the schedule contingencies 

approved in the BLRA Order.  These contingencies remain necessary to “reflect the fact that 

there are inevitable risks and uncertainties surrounding a construction project as complex as that 

envisioned here.”  Order No. 2009-104(A), p. 99.   

 For the foregoing reasons, the Commission finds that the requested modifications to the 

construction schedule for the Units are reasonable and prudent.  As the evidence indicates, the 

requested modifications are the result of anticipated refinements to the construction schedule 

resulting from, among other things, additional schedule integration and vendor commitments 

made subsequent to SCE&G’s filing of Exhibit E and the Combined Application.  The evidence 

supports SCE&G’s position that these modifications are a refinement of an initial construction 

schedule and will improve the Company’s ability to track the progress of the project.  Nothing in 

the record demonstrates that these shifts are the result of any imprudence on the part of SCE&G.  

b. 

 In addition to modifications to the construction schedule, SCE&G has asked the 

Commission to adopt a modified capital cost schedule for the Units going forward.  

Modification of Capital Cost Schedule 

See

Company Witness Walker sponsored the updated capital cost schedule.  It includes 

changes to the cash flow forecast that have resulted from the PMBS, as well as changes related to 

updating of the owner’s costs and transmission costs forecasts.   According to Ms. Walker, 

 Order 

Exhibit No. 2.  As noted above, in the BLRA Order the Commission approved Exhibit F as the 

capital cost schedule for the Units.    

As a result of the modifications to the construction schedule contained in the 
PMBS, the contractors for the project, Westinghouse Electric Corporation, LLC 
and Shaw ("Westinghouse/Shaw") provided SCE&G with an updated project cash 
flow in April 2009. This schedule shows the changes in cash flow caused by the 
shifting of milestones associated with equipment deliveries and other changes in 
the construction schedule, as well as better information concerning the sequencing 
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of progress payments to vendors while equipment is being fabricated. As to this 
latter point, the original cost schedules contained conservative assumptions as to 
the timing and amount of the progress payments that would be required. 
Westinghouse has now negotiated the purchase orders for the majority of the 
equipment for the project. The revised cost schedules reflect the actual payment 
schedules under executed purchase orders, which in aggregate has shifted the cash 
flows associated with these progress payments further into the future than was 
assumed in the initial cost schedules. 
 

Tr. pp. 207, l. 11 – 208, l. 4.   

In addition, SCE&G has modified the schedule for incurring owner’s costs for the project 

based upon the additional work it has done in refining the schedule for those activities it is 

responsible to complete and pay for as owner of the project.  These modifications incorporate the 

construction schedule modifications made by SCE&G’s transmission planning department to 

reflect the revised schedule for transmission construction which are discussed above.  Tr. p. 208, 

l. 5 – 10.   

The modifications in the cash flow schedules are timing-related changes only and  do not 

affect the overall cost of the project in 2007 dollars before AFUDC.  Tr. p. 213, l. 20 – 24.  The 

overall cost of the Units, according to the testimony of Ms. Walker, remains $4.5 billion as 

approved in the BLRA Order.  Tr. pp. 213, l. 24 – 214, l. 1.   While the overall cost of the 

project, in 2007 dollars before AFUDC, remains unchanged, the new cash flow schedule does 

change the forecasted escalation for the project.   Ms. Walker testified that compared to the 

forecast reflected in the BLRA Order, and based on inflation indices current at the time of the 

hearing, the changes in project cash flow would increase escalation by $118 million.  Tr. p. 216, 

l. 2 – 4.  This $118 million increase is strictly the result of the effect of escalation on changes in 

the timing of the projected costs of the Units.  It is not the result of changes in underlying costs.  

Tr. p. 217, l. 19 – 24.  Ms. Walker noted that the $118 million amount is predicated on the 

current forecasts of escalation and will change as escalation rates change from period to period.   
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Tr. p. 216, l. 4 – 6.  The record demonstrates that, even with increases resulting from escalation, 

all of the costs currently reflected in the updated costs schedule are within the approved capital 

cost scheduling contingencies set forth in the BLRA Order.  Tr. p. 216, l. 6 – 10.  

 ORS’s witness, Mr. Crisp, confirmed the need to revise cash flow projections to reflect 

modifications and improvements to the underlying construction schedules. Tr. p. 242, l. 11 – 13.  

Mr. Crisp confirmed that the revisions to the cash flow schedule do not change the overall cost of 

the project, $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars net of Allowance for Funds Used During Construction.  

Tr. p. 242, l. 14 – 15.  Mr. Crisp further testified that the changes to the cash flow schedule 

would result in increases to the escalation for the project but that escalation was more sensitive to 

changes in the actual indices for the project than to modifications in the timing of cash flows, 

such as those at issue here.  Tr. p. 244, l. 15 – 17.  

 In the Stipulation, ORS and the SCEUC agreed that these modifications to the approved 

capital cost schedules for the project are appropriate.  The only remaining party, FOE, did not 

present any evidence challenging this aspect of SCE&G’s request.  

The Commission finds that the requested modification of the capital cost schedule for the 

Units does not alter the approved cost for the project of $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars, net of 

AFUDC and is not the result of any imprudence on the part of SCE&G.  Pursuant to S.C. Code 

Ann. § 58-33-270(E), these modified capital cost schedules are approved.  The specific capital 

cost schedule is the cumulative annual amount of the line “Total Project Commitment (2007$)” 

found on Order Exhibit No. 2.2

                                                 
2 The line in Order Exhibit No. 2 (Hearing Exhibit No. 12 (CLW-1)) entitled “Total Project Commitment (2007$)” 
provides the updated schedule of cash flows for the project as updated in this proceeding before escalation and 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction.  When the amounts listed in that line are cumulated year by year, 
they equal the $4.5 billion capital cost approved for the Units in Order No. 2009-104(A).  The cumulative annual 
amounts listed as  “Total Project Commitment (2007$)” also constitute the updated version of the “Cumulative 
Project Cash Flow” for the project which was originally set forth on Exhibit F, Chart A to the Combined Application 
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c. 

 In keeping with Commission orders in the previous proceeding (

Confidentiality 

see

III. 

 Order Nos. 2008-

467, 2008-696, 2008-752), SCE&G prepared and filed, under seal, confidential versions of its 

Quarterly Report for the Second Quarter of 2009 and Exhibits SAB1, SAB-1 and CLW-1 

(Hearing Exhibits Nos. 2 and 12) which were filed with the testimony in this proceeding.  The 

confidential versions of these documents preserved as confidential certain detailed cost 

information and related data that SCE&G are required by Westinghouse/Shaw to maintain as 

confidential under the EPC Contract.  By Order Nos. 2009-628 and No. 2009-676, the 

Commission granted SCE&G’s request for confidential treatment of this information.  No party 

objected to SCE&G’s requests or sought rehearing of the orders granting them.  At the hearing in 

this matter, intervenor FOE noted on the record that it had objected to the grant of confidential 

treatment for similar information in prior proceedings.  However, FOE did not present any 

argument or evidence in opposition to the earlier orders granting confidential treatment to this 

information.  The Commission reaffirms those rulings. 

1. S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) provides that an electric utility may petition the 

Commission for an order modifying any of the schedules, estimates, findings, class allocation 

factors, rate designs, or conditions that form part of any base load review order issued under the 

BLRA.  S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E) further provides that the Commission shall approve 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

                                                                                                                                                             
in Docket 2009-196-E and was approved as the anticipated schedule of capital costs for the project in Order No. 
2009-104(A).  As a result, the “Total Project Commitment (2007$)” is the appropriate schedule to approve in this 
proceeding as the approved schedule of capital costs for the Units.  The line on Order Exhibit No. 2 that is listed  as 
“Cumulative Project Cash Flow, Revised” is not the appropriate schedule to reference as the approved schedule of 
capital costs for the Units because it includes escalation which Order No. 2009-104(A) provides will vary from 
period to period.  Cf. Tr. p. 216, l. 11 – 16; pp. 228, l.16 – 233, l. 24. 
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such modifications if the evidence of record justifies a finding that the changes are not the result 

of imprudence on the part of the utility. 

2. On March 2, 2009, the Commission issued a base load review order, Order No. 2009-

104(A), in response to SCE&G’s Combined Application in Docket No. 2008-196-E. 

3. On July 20, 2009, SCE&G filed its annual update of construction progress for the Units 

approved in Order No. 2009-104(A) and requested modifications to the approved construction 

schedule and projected capital cost schedule set forth in that order. 

4. As set forth above, ORS has examined SCE&G’s request and, along with intervenor 

SCEUC, has entered into a stipulation with SCE&G agreeing that the requested modifications to 

the approved schedules should be approved as filed and that the requested modifications are not 

the result of any imprudence on the part of SCE&G.   

5. As set forth above, the Commission finds that the requested modifications to the 

approved construction schedule are reasonable and are not the result of any imprudence on the 

part of SCE&G.  Consequently, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-33-270(E), the Commission 

approves the updated construction schedule set forth in Hearing Exhibit No. 2 (SAB-3), attached 

hereto as Order Exhibit No. 1, as the approved construction schedule for the Units going 

forward. 

6. The Commission also finds that the requested modifications to the capital cost schedule 

are reasonable and not the result of any imprudence on the part of SCE&G.  The updated 

schedule for capital costs set forth in Hearing Exhibit No. 12 (CLW-1), attached hereto as Order 

Exhibit No. 2, is hereby approved as the capital costs schedule for the Units going forward. 
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7. The Commission finds that the requested modifications do not alter the approved 

substantial completion dates for the Units of April 1, 2016 for Unit 2 and January 1, 2019 for 

Unit 3. 

8. The Commission finds that the requested modifications do not alter the approved total 

cost for the Units of $4.5 billion in 2007 dollars net of AFUDC. 

9. The future quarterly reports filed by SCE&G under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-277 shall 

reflect the modified schedules approved in this Order. 

10. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until further Order of the Commission.  

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION: 

 

_______________________________ 
Elizabeth B. "Lib" Fleming, Chair 

ATTEST: 

 
_______________________________ 
John E."Butch" Howard, Vice Chair 

(SEAL) 

 


